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The' United St|ites Q^Qneral Acc^Ounting Office reviewed 
• prime sponsor usfe of Com^prehensive Employment • and Training Act (CETA) 
funds for activil^ies reflated to 'member ship organizations. Data, was 
"gathered by mailed questionnaires to 474 prime sponsors (89 percent * 
response rate), site , visits) to national meal)ership organizations, 
attendance , at conferences sponsor ed^^by membership organizations, and 
'telephone interviews with CET^A.-related membership organizations, and 
Department of Labor officials, ^ha^^ollawing conclusions were reached 
from^ these data, d) - It Vas determaed thajt CETA* s^j^ro visions are ' 
sufficiently broad to allow prime sponsors to use CETA funds to enter 
^ inCo membership ^nd to' "pay expenses for activities related to 

membership organizations. t2) CETA prime sponsors sj)ent 41.8 million 
in fiscal year 1979 fbf afitivities related to membership, 
organizations. (3) Services ^provided by membership organizations to 
prime sponsors include ii^formation dissemination, technical 
. ^assistance, and advocacy. («> Benefits accruing to^CE^TA prime 
spon;sorj5^-from membership organizations inclu^^^ashange of 
information, innovative programs, information \bout budget ' 
allocations, and regulations,, analyses ot CETA legislation and ^ 
policies,; provisioji of a forum for disc'upsto*; an4 staff training. 
(5) There^ is no direct evidence that CETA funds were used for 
lobbying ,eff^ts by the memBershijKoi^g^^izations, althougii it is 
possible 'that they oafy be indirectly related. Prime sponsors believe 
•expenditures related to m^embership organisations are justified ' 
because the services they provide are wotth the cost -and are 
frequently more useful than those provided by the Department of 
Labor. (KC) • ^ , ^ — , . 
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-the benefits accruing to CETA partici- 
pants from the various services, and 
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Prime sponsors believe expenditures relatec^ to 
men:ibership organizations are justified be- 
cause the services they provide are worth the 
cost and are frequently more useful than 
those provided by Labor. 
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The Honorable William L." Clay • . • ' . • 

House of Representatives ' ^ ■ 

Dear Mr. Clay: 

In your April 23, 1980, letter, you asked us to review prime 
sponsors' use of Comprehensive Employment and Training Act (CETA) - 
funds for activities related to -Membership organizations . Spe- 
cifically, you requested that 'we addres^ questions concerning: 
(1) the Efepartment of Labor's authority to allow prime sponsors 
to use CETA func^s for activities related tO:_ membership organiza- 
tions, (2) the amount of Ct:TA funds used for such activities, (3 ) 
the service's that "membership organizations provide to CETA prime , 
sponsors, 4) the nature of CETA participant benefits resulting 
from such activities, and ,C5 ) the'use of CETA funds to indirectly 
support lobbying. We also agr'eed to determine whether prime * 
sponsors of similaj: size made comparable expenditures related' 
to services and activities of membership organizations. For 'tfie. 
purpose of our review, we defined membership organizations as 
organizations (excluding universities and research institutes), 
t6 which prime sponsors, other units of government, dr individuals 
"may pay' membership dues or service fees. ^ . • 

In developing our response to your , questions , we mailed 474 
standardized questionnaires to gather d4ta on'prime sponsor. ^ex- . 
penditures, visited three national membership oi^^anizations ^'and v 
attended conferences sponsored, by each, conducted. telephon^N-nt^r^^ 
views with officials of CETA-related membership organizations,, 
and interviewed Department of Labor ^officials • 'We requested that 
prime sponsors -provide, expenditure data for Federal fiscal y6ar 
1979, the most- recent fiscal year for which* data were, available ^ ^ 
when we mailed our questionnaire. • ^ • . . 

We received 421 completed questionnaires, which represent an 
89-pe.rcent response rate. To assure ourselves that questionnaire 
res*ponses were reasonably complete and accurate, we telephoned ' , 
over 80 percent of ^the responding ptira"6 sponsors to obtain miss-r ^ - 
ing information and to resolve service fee discrepancies, a^d- 
other inconsistencies. * • * 
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. • As previously discussed with you, we believe it would be 
diiftlcult — even with a contiqvious monitoring effort — to 'conclu- 
sively determine whether CETA funds supported a membership or- 
ganization's lobbying efforts, refore, in addressing this - 
question, we reviewed applicable lobbying provisions and deter- 
mined what actions Labor and membership organizations have taken 
to comply with them. ^ ^ 

The information in response to your questions is summarized 
below. A more detailed discussion on eacMi of the following 
sections is contained in appendix I. ^ . 

AUTHORITY f 


CETA does not- explicitly authorize La\)or to permit prime 
sponsors to purchase memberships or services ,from membership 
orgknizcitions . It does, however, allow Labor to establish pro- 
cedures and make grants, contracts , ^ and agreements and expend 
f unds")de§med necessary to carry out CETA's provisions. We be- 
lieve this' authority is s^pf f iciently, broad to enable Labor to 
authorize prime sponsors- to use CETA funds to enter into member- 
ship or service fee arrangements and pay. trave,)^- and related ex- 
penses for staff to attend conferenpes sponsored by membership 
organizations.' (See pp. 4 and 5 of app. I.) ' • 

EXPENDITURES « 

CETA prime "sponsors reported spending $1.8 million in fiscal 
year 1979^ for activities related to membership organizations. 
These experidi\:ures^ included $1,032,800 in membership dues and 
servioe fees, $731,200 in expenses related to prime sponsor staff ' 
attendance at conferences and meetings, and $7,300 in other pay- 
ments to membership organizatrons.*^ " A major portion, about 86 per- 
cent ($1,520,000)- of these expenditures, was associated with three 
national membership organi^Lations: the U.S. Conference of Mayors, 
the National Association of Counties^ and the National Governors* 
Association. These three public interest groups provide CETA- 
related services to prime sponsors paying a service fee and sponsor 
national conferences and other meetings that prime sponsor' staff 
attend. Prime sponsors also make (expenditures related to tjie serv- 
ices and activities provided -by various other national, regional^ 
State, 'and iocal ^membership organizations. 

Average expenditures related to membership organisations, varied 
by Labor region/ type, .and size of prime sponsor. Overall, prime 
sponsor expenditures- for activities related to membership organiza- 
^tions' constituted a vety small portion of CETA administ^rative ex- 
penditures. 
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Prime sponsor ^ subrecipients and contractors also spend CMA * 
funds for activities related to membership organizations. (AI7 
though we did not contact the subrecipients and contractor^,- some 
prime sponsors provided information regarding subrecipient and- 
contractor expenditures.! For fiscal year 1979, they identified 
$-190,200- in subrecipientf and contractor jCETA e^xpenditures related 
to membership organization activities. These subrecipient an^ 
contractor expenditures Vere in addition to those .of prinie s^oa- 
sors. (See pp. 6 to 11 of app. I.) ' -' « 

S ERVICES ' ■ 

National, regional, and State membership organizations provide 
a variety of useful and s'imilar, yet different, services to CETA 
prime sponsors. Each jorganizatvion provides its constituency serv- 
ices which" can be broadly categorized as information and technical 
assistance services'. | Some of these organisations also sponsor con- 
/ferences and act as aflvocates for the prime sponsors. Although the 
^organizations providW essentially the same types of services, prime 
sponsors reported the(t services most, frequently received from public 
interest groups dif fered . f rom those most frequently received from 
other membership organizations. Prime sponsors believe expendi- 
tures related to mem)Dership organizations are justified because the 
Services ?-eceived are worth the cost' and are beneficial -eveSi when^ 
similar services are obtained »f rom mpre than one source. Prime 
^ppnsors frequently indicated that membership oirganizatio;i services 
were more useful than those provided by Labor. Labor depends on ^ 
membership organizations to provide assistance and information serv- 
ices to prime sponsors because the organizations are more timely 
(See pp. 11 to 22 of app. I. ) , •< ^ 

PARTICIPANT' BENEFITS' " / * 

' i . ' 

Prime 'sponsors gfenerally indicated that CETA participants* are 
beneficiaries of the improved quality of progranJ? administration and 
services that result when priW sponsors speUd funds for activities 
, related to membership organizations. In this regard, prime spon-j 
'^sors identified some services and benefits provided by membership 
■ organizations that benefited CE?A participants.. Tliese included j , 

■• * ■ ' ■ ' • • • ■' • " !, 

--f a'cilitating prime-spQnsor-to-prime-sponsor assistance and 

exchange of information; 

"prdviding infprmation on ^innovative programs; 
. . 1 ' ' ^ . . ' ' . 

providing timely information on such items as budget alloca- 
tions and regulations; 
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,-^--making analyses of CETA legislation, policies, and regula- 
tions; i * ^ ^ \ ^ y ^ 

—providing a foruiii for discussion o^p.'rime' sponsor prob- 
' lems; and f 

• - y - • : 

—training prime sp'onsor staff in .program planning and 
^ administration. (See p. 23 of app. 'I.) 

' LOBBYING • . * 

In addressing this^5>psue, we reviewed applicable lobbying 
'prohibitions and obtained general information regarding the or- 
ganizational structure, funding sources, and accounting practices, 
of membership organizations. Ba6ed on this information, we fouivi 
no evidence that membership organizations are using CETA funds to 
support theilr lobbying activities. This is not ta imply,' however, 
that CETA funds coiild not be used to support an organization's % 
lobbying efforts. .Because of time and cost considerations and pos- 
sible access-to-records problems, we did not pej'form detailed ^udit, 
york at each organization' to attempt to .determine whether CETA fv^nds 
supported lobbying activities. Als(5, as previously discussed with 
you, we believe that, even with detailed audit work^ and a continuous 
mpnitoring effort, it ^i^ould* be difficult: to conclusively determine 
that CETA funds supported lobbying. ' ' 

/ V . * • 

While .explicitly directing prime sponsors^ not to lise CETA funds 
to obtain -memberships, in organizations that lobby. Labor has allowed 
them to purchase employment and training services from such organ- 
iz^tipns. Labor's idtbying restrictions are based on some statutory 
lobbying prohibitions, applicable to the-use of CETA lEunds. These 
prohibitions have caused some membership organizations^ td take ac- 
tions to segregate costs incurred in providing servi"ces to CETA 
prime sponsors , from lobbying costs funded from ^on-CETA sources'. 
These action^ help teduce the possibi/lity of using CET^. funds to 
support their lobbying 'activities, ^tf one assumes that nonj^rofit 
membership organization^ ordinarily provide services a\ ^costv to 
the prime sponsors then no CETA funds should be available to sup- 
port lobbying activities. In this regard, m^^nbership organizations 
would have /to support their -lobbying activities with _^non-Federal ; 
funds generated from membership fees and other services. 

Some mertibership qrganizations acknowledge, however, that * 
association Witn prime sponsors indirectly aids ^ their organiza- 
tions* lobbying ei'fofts. P/or eXeunple, :^nformation developed by 
membership organizations in connection with providing services > 
to prime sponsors 'frifequently is us^ul in loboyingj campaigns that 
may indirectly benefit prime sppnsore. Also, .50 *^er;cent .of the 
prime sponsors that jnade payment^ related to the, UTS. Conference 
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of* Mayors, 49 percent that made payments related to the National 
Asspoi^tion of Counties, and 59 percent that made payments related^ 
to th^ National Governors' ftssociation said their decision to do 
so wsTs based at l^ast to some extent oi> -^he organizatipn ' s involve- 
ment in activities which influence legislation. Furthermore, many 
prime spQnsor^s iha^t;made payments related to public interest organ- 
'izations iijidicated^hat thpse organizations influenced CETA leg- 
islation or benefited the prime sponsors with lobbying acMvities 
.related to CETA. We -are not implying that CEJA prime sponsors ^aid 
the organizations to lobby on their behalf.. However, we provide 
the data as an indication of prime sponsor decisions and benefits 
regarding lobbying and influencing legislation.^ (See pp. 24 to 30 
"of app. I . ) , ' 

Labor reviewed a copy^of the draft report and expressed no 
disagreement with the information presented. , As discussed with 
your office, w^ are sending copies «|p^this report to the Director, 
Office of Management/and Budget; the Secretary of Labor; and other 
interested parties. Copies will also be available *to • other parties 
upon request.^ * ^ , 

Sincerely yours/ 



>^ Gregory ^J. Ahart 



Director 
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INFORMATION ON PRIMg SPONSOR CETA 

EXPENDITURES RE L ATED TO MEMBERSHIP Q^ GANfZATIONS 

\ 

• INT^KODUCTION * . , . - 

The Comprehensive, Employment and Training Act (CETA) is a 
multibiirion-dollar Federal assistance program designed^to provide 
job training and employment opportunities for the economically dis- • 
advantaged/ unemployed, and underemp*loyed . The Department of Labor 
uses* 5l system of grants to .State and Itical,^ governments, or combina- 
tions of governments, called prime sponsors, to implement .most CETA 
activities. During Federal fiscal year 1979/ 460 ]prim,e sponsors 
used CETA funds to provide' job training and^ employment opportunities 
-to millions of participants ^thrpugl^out the United States. * 

Pi^ime sponsors vary in the way the^^ operate their programs. 
Some use their own staff to provide employment and training serv- 
ices. Others act as conduits for CETA dollars, subgrahting and 
contracting out most of the funds to various organizations for 
services under the act's provisions. The; other, prime sponsors \ 
provide some services themselves while subgranting or contracting 
out for others. ^ — 

Prime sponsors may also vary in ^services offered. CETA allows 
State and loQal governments some d'iscretion^in determining the -^kind 
and mix^ of services to offer. Participant services. may include > [ 
such activities as* * 

— transitional public service employment to enable participants 
to ent-er unsubsitiized empj.pyment; ^ . • 

t — classroom training to upgrade basic academic skills . and/or 
' ' * job $kills and trac^es; 1 ^ - ^ ' 

/ - ^ \ . J 
• — subsidized on-the-job training; 

u • • ' ■■ 

— work experience to develop work habits and basic skills; 

sector through^^the provision of 
and ' t 

— special programs f6r such groups as Indians)' youths, 

migrants, and ex-o£f ender^ .• , * ' ^ , ; 

f 

PriAe sponsors are responsible f or* designingv and executing an ef-" 
ficient and effective program, and Labor is responsible for ensur- 
ing that program goals are met by reviewing and evaluating perfor- 
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CETA expenditures, most of which were na-ie by pri:ne sponsors, 
totaled $9.4 billion in fiscal year ^.979./ Federal regulations 
permit prime sponsors to use some funds ,to pay ad.r.inistra t ive 
costs. Prime sponsors^dministrative costs totaled $1.3 billion 
during fiscal yeai^ 1979. . * 

Administrative costs consist of all direct and indirect\ costs 
associated with the "management of the program , including those in-, 
curred by contractors and subtecipi'ents They are costs which do 
not di^rectly and immediately benefit' participants but are .necessary 
for the effe.ctlve delivery of dtrect participant benefits. Examplej 
of administrative costs include dues .and memberships; salaries , and 
f ringe^benef its of executive:; supervisory, clerical, ^nd sinjilar 
staff; 'all related materials , ^supplies , equipment/ and office s^^ace 
costs; and s£aff 'training. ^ ^ . 

OBJECTIVES, SCOPE, AND METHODOLOGY ' ' - . 

" In an Ap^ri /'23, 1980, letter. Congressman William L. Clay, 
a member of the House Committee on Educati^^and Labor, requested 
that we investigate prime sponsors* use of CETA funds- for acti^^i- 
ties related to membership organi*zations . In the Congressman's 
letter and^ih subsequent discussions with. him, we were a'sked to 
address five* specif ic questions in our review-: , 

" — Under what authority' does Labor allow/^rime sponsors^ to use 
CETA funds for activities related to membership organiza- 
tions? - . 

— How much CETA money do. prime jsp^rlsprs use for activities 
related .to membership organizations? ' .* • . . 

'» ' . *^ 

^ — What services .do membership organiz'at4.<5ns provide to CETA 
prime sponsors? * ^ . ^ • - ^ 

— How do CETA participants benefit frjom prime sponsor activi- 
• ties reTated 1^ membership organization^? 



— Do payments to membership organizations that lobby con- 
. stitut^ indirect supjgort of l&bbying? 

^ ^ ^ We also agreed, in discussion with the Congressman's office, , 

to determine whether prime sponsors of similar size made, comparable 
Expenditures related to membership organizations. For the purpose 
of our review/ we defined membership organizatic5n^ (excluding, 
universities and research institutes') as organizations to yhich 
prime sponsors, other units of government, or individuals may pay 
membership dues br service -fees . Accordingly, we did not ^include 
in our pesults organizations which "do .not charge membership dues , " 
or service fees. * a v ^ 
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ye deter.Tiined that Labor does not maintain , the type ofi ex- 
penditure data needed to respond to the Congressman* s questions., 
'therefore , to develop our response to the questions, we mailed ^ 
starTdardi'zed questionnaires to each CETA prime sponsor. I*n addi- 
tion, we visited national membership • organiza^tdons , conducted 
telephone- interviews • with C-ETA-reiated membership organizations, 
an^ interviewed Labor officials.^ ' , * " "T*. 

» . ' ' •. 

We mailed o.ut 474 questionnaires to gather data on prime, 
sponsor expenditures related to membership organizations and on 
the b'enefits and services prime sponsors receive. This included 
questionnaires to 460 prime sponsors in operation dur:ing fiscal 
year 1979, as well as to Special Governc^rs X3rants "off ices irr~State;6 . 

^ where Labor told us tliat these offices were organizationally v 
separate from balance-X)f-State prime sponsors. We also asked prime 
sponsors to supply any information available from tin^ir own records 

^on membership- related expenditures made by ^heir subrecipients and - 

^contractors. 

i ' . ' . * * - 

Our questionnaire requested information £or Federal^ fiscal 
year 1979 .only. We chose thi^^time frame after learning that some 
prime sponsors would not have complete information for fiscal year 
1980* .We mailed the questionnaij-es in early Oct9ber 1980'. Wfe sent 
a second mailing ta 254 prime sponsors that*,fc^d po^ responded by ^ 
early November;, and setit a mailgram to 95 prime s^on^rs i% January t 
1981. v*We received 421 completed qu^s ti^janaireg" be tween October 20, 
1980, and April 1,, 1981^ Thi's rep'res^enjts ^ an 89-percent, ^response ' 
raf-e . ; ' - ' ^ ^ ; ' , \ . ■ • • - . ^ 

\(e did not verify question'^^aire information prpvided by prime* 
sponsors.- Howeverv*,^ to^.en^re thS^^ questj.onnaire- responses wer^ ^ 
reasonably coiTiplet^ and accurat^. We followed t^p , by telephone- with 
338, or 80 percent b'f all •respondents, to obtain missing information 
and <o resc/lve service fee discrepancies and ofejier inconsistenj:;ies. 
We followed up *on -service f ee discrepancjLes with 142, or 34 perceni"^ 
of , the respondents. . W^' identi^fied serviq^' f^e discreparicies-by 
comparing 1979 data ' proVide'Sf^o us by'thr^e national mejnb^rship ^ 
organiza1^ions-r-the U. S . /Cgnf erence of Mayors (pSCM) , the/National ^ 
Association of Countres (NACo')^, and the National Gove'rnors* Associa- 
tion (y.GA)--to da£a prbVided By prime ' sponsors . Based^on informa- 
^'^tion providei^ by prime sponsors .during ouj: followup telephone calds, 
we reduced the am6unti they originally provided for service fees 
paid to US'CM; NACo, and NG.A by - $3 2, 57 2, or 3. 3*. pejTcent . 

In rerportiog questionnaire results, we have not attempted to' 
make inferences about the 53 nbnrespondents . We made this decision 
because of the''high response rate (89 percent of all pri-me sponsors) 
and' because sux:h inferences' would likeX^^ be unreliable.- We *de- 
veloped and aiialyzed descriptive statistics from tlie responses to - 

/ . 3 - 



APPENDIX I • . APPENDIX I 



our questionnaire,. In additicxji, we accvnulated rind analyzed ex- 
penditure data by Labor region and by type and size of prime r | 
' ^ sponsor . ^ * ' ' 

JWe visited three national membership organizations--USCM, 
*NACo, and NGA — all of which provide CETA-'related services to 
"'''x^prime sponsors and are convenient ly located in Washington^ D.C. 
Jouritig these visits, we interviewed "organization officials and ^ 
gathered th^ necessary dpcum^ntat-ion to learn about their organ- • 
izations ' "Ob jectives I structure, ^nd rale-within the CETA system. 
In addition, we attended employment and training related confer- 
encie.s^ sponsored, by each of these three public interest groups • 

We conducted^ telephone interviews w-ith 23 emplo'^nient and '* 
tricing organizations identified by prime sponsors responding' to 
„jq^^' questionnaire^ We inquired about each orgaitization ' s purpose 
|d the costs of prime sponsor involvemervt . Through tlT^se contacts^, 
_id information subsequently furnished by .the organizations, we^ 
determined that 10 of them did not meet our definition of a member- 
ship organization because they, did not collect- membership dues oi: 
service fees. . Vfhere appr^opriate, we deleted^ questionnaire responses 
related to these 10 organizations. \ ' ; 

'we interviewed Labor officials to gain their perspective on 
the role of membership organizations, especially th^ public interest 
groups, ;^in the CETA system. ^ , 

As discussed with Congressman Clay, -even j^j^rtf a continuous 
monitoring effort, it would be difficult to conclusively determine 
that CETA funds did or did not support an organization* s lobbying 
efforts. Accordingly, in ^addressing tJie lobbying issue, we re- 
viewed applicable lobbying prohibitions and determined what actions 
Labor and membership 'org.anizations have taken to comply* with such 
pr*ohibitioris . , ^ • * 

AUTHORITY , ^ ' " 

1 . Under w^at authority does Labar allow ^rime sponsors to use 

CETA funda for activities related to membership organizations ? 

CETA does not expliciCiy ^ aiii^gar^ze Labor to permit prime 
spOj:isors to purchase memberships or services from, membership 
organizations^ Section 126(b) of CETA does, however, ^alloj^ Labor, 
to establish procedures and make grants, contracts, and agreements 
and expelid fun^s deemed^ necessary to carry out the^ provisions of 
CETA. We believe this^^ authority is sufficiently broad to enable 
Labor to authorize pri'fiife spdtisors t;.o use CETA funds to ent^r into 
membership or service fee arrangements with membership organiza- 
tions, as we'll as pay travel and related expenses when'vprime 
sponsor employees attend conferences sponsored by membership 
organizations. 
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CETA also establishes some, restrictions on the use of funds. 
The restrictions include a prohibition on the use of funds for 
lobbying local / State / or, Federal legislators. The applicable 
' lobbying .restrictions are discussed in oai: response to quesl;ion 
number f i-ve . (See .pp. 24 t;o 30.) , ' . t 

'i . . 

Federal Procurement Regulations establish principles and 
standards for determining allowable costs for programs administered 
by State ^nd local governments under grants from and contracts 
with the Feder;al Government. According to the regulations, as ap- 
,^plied to the use of CETA funds by Labor^s CETA Financial Management 
Handbook, cost of membership in civic, business, technical, .and 
professional 'organiz'atiions is allowable provided 

— the benefit from membership is related to the CETA program, 



--/the expenditure is for agency membership. 



'—'the membership cost is reasonably related to the value of 

l^ervices or benefits received, and 
If . • ' ^ 

V ' . . 

-n'the expenditure is not for membership m an organization 

Vthat devqtes ^ substantial part of its activities to in-, 

/fluencing legislation. ' • 

.CasT^s for meetings and conferences are allowable when the primary 
purpose of the meeting is the dissemination of technical iijiforma- 
tion relating to CETA. 

\ While prohibiting prime sponsors from obtaining a membership 
in certain types of organizations. Labor allows them to use CETA 
funds to pay *a s eii^vice fee to these organizations.^ In December 
1974, Labor issued Field Memorandum No. 406-74 explaining that it 
was phasing out 'contracts- it had with city, county," and State 
organizations for assistance to their respective governmental con- 
stituencies in^^ch activities as training, onsite visits,^ and in- ' 
Information dissemination. Thef memorandum authorized .prime sponsors 
to use CETA funds to p^y a fee ta these types of cfrganiz^tions for 
performing specified services. The memorandum expressly prohibite'd 
the MSB of CETA funds ta purchase memberships in such organizatiohs . 
In May i9Q0jLsthor updated the , memorandum continuing the membership 
prohibition^^ In addition, the original and updated memorandiins 
stated that CETA funds must be used in accordance with 18 U.S.r. 
X913, a criminal statute which prphibits using Federal funds to 
'influence a Member of Congress to. favor or oppose any legislation 
or appropriation. 
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EXPENDITURES . ' 



2. 



How much CETA money do prime sponsQjs use f or activities 
related to membership organizat;ion^ ^ 



^ Of' the 421 prime sponsors responding to our questionnaire, 

396 {or 94 percent) said they #nade expenditu*res totaling $1.8 mil- 
^on in fiscal* year 19J9 for'^ activities related to membership organ- 
.izations. Thes^ expenditures included $1,032,800 in' membership dues 
and service ^fee^ by^ 8S peccent of the 'respondents, $731,200 in ex- 
penses xelated to prime sponsor , staff attendance at conferences and 
meetings by 82 percent of ttie respondents, ^a'nd $7,300 in other pay- 
ments (such as for newsletter subscriptions only) by 9 percent of 
the respondents. J^bout 76 percent of the respondents said they 
paid a membershi^p or service fee and made conference-related ex- 
penditures. \ ■ 

A major portion, about 86 percent* of these expenditures, was 
associated with three nationa^l membership organizations: USCM, 
* NACo, and NG|A. These three public interest groups provide CETA- 
related services to prime jsppnsors .paying a service fee and sponsor 
national cor f erences and otner meetings that prime sponsor staff 
attend. Pr j me sponsors also make expenditures related to a variety 
of other national, regional. State, and local, membership organiza- 
tic<(is._ Que^t"ian three discusses serviced membership ^organizations . 
provide pri'hte sponsors* (See pp. 11 to 22 • ) — 

Average expenditures related to membership organizations 
varied by Labor region, - type, and size of prime sponsor,. Qyerall, 
prime sponsor expenditures for activities related to membership 
organizations constituted a very small' portion of their adminis- 
trative expenditures.. 

Prime sponsor subrecipients and contractors also spend CETA 
funds for* activities related to membership organizations. /Clthough. 
we did not contact the subrecipients and contractors, some prime . 
> sponsors were able to pcovide limited infor^nation regarding sub- 
recipient and contractor expenditures. For fiscal year 1979, they 
identified $190,200* in subrecipient and' contractor CETA expendi- 
tures relate^d to membership organization activities.. These sub- 
recipient and contractor expenditures were in addition ^to those ' 
of -p|y.me sponsors. ' * ^ ^ ^ \^ 

V Most prime sponsor expenditure? related ^ 
to three membership orgatfizations ' 

^s shown in table 2 . i on page 9, prime sponsors^ repqjrted ^ 
spending $1.8 million in fiscal year 1979 for activities related^ 
to membership 'organizations. Expenditures related' to USCM, NACo,* 
and NGA accounted for about $1.5 million, or 86 percent of total 
expenditures. Prime sponsors reported spending about $945,500, 
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or 53 percent, in service fees to these three organizations. 
Ninety-four prime sponsors reported paying a service -fee to USCM 
in fiscal year 1979, 245 ' reported paying such a fee to NACo, and 
36 reported paying such a fee to NGA; NACo initially instituted 
the service fee arrangement in January 197 5. USCM began its serw^ 
ice fee operations in 1977 followed by NGA in 1978. 

-Before the service fee operation. Labor contracted with the 
public interest groups to provide services to prime spon'sors. 
Through these contracts, the public interest groups provided 
assistance and information useful to prime sponsors in implementing 
CETA.* /The change from funding through Labor- contracts to service 
fees paid by prime sponsors "was a consequence of Labor*- s stated 
intention to phase out the service contracts with the public irf- 
terest groups in January 1975. 

Labor continues to contract directly with USCM, NACo, and NGA, 
as well as with the National League of Cities ( formerly part of 
USCM) , for research and for additional assistance to prime spon- 
sors. For example. Labor has awafded almost $500,000 since 1978 
to the National League of. Cities (which does ;aot operate a service 
fee program for prime sponsors) to imprbve the effectiveness of 
the CETA program^ within its small ci^ty membersl^ip by providing tech- 
nical assistance' and information to local governments. Labor also 
awarded NGA $194, 477 in fiscal year 1979 to conduct policy analysis 
studies of State governments' role in employment and training pro-/ 
grams • Labor awards to the four organizations have totaled more 
than^5. 8 million since 1977. 

. Prime sponsors reported about $571,300 in' fiscal year 1979. 
expenses related to conferences arid other meetings sponsored by 
USCM, NACo and NGA. These expenses included-the costs of travel, 
registration fees, and per diem. Other payments to the three 
public interest groups, such a^ for newsletter subscriptions only^ 
amounted to about $3, 300. ^ ' 



Many, prime sponsors reported ^spending.) CETA funds related to 
more than one membership organization, but few reported expendi- 
tures related to more than one of the thr^e public interest groups. 
While 52 percent (221), of the prime sponsors reported spending re- 
lated to two or more membership organizations, only 21 per&ent (87) 
made expenditures irelated to two public interest groups. About 3 
percent (13) reported expenditures related to all three public in- 
terest groups. Less than 8 percent of the prime sponsors reported 
paying service fees to two public interest groups, and no prime 
sponsor reported paying sA'vice fees to three public interest 
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Prime sponsors reported" spending 

r.elated to a variety oj^ . ' ^ 

other organizations ^ 

Of prime sponsoi^p responding, 107 reported expenditures re- 
lated t6 a variety of othet national membership organizations. 
' itnong others, these organizations included the American Vocational 
Association, the Urban League^ Manpower Policy Counselors, Inc., 
the Amei^ican Society for Public Administration/ the Association 
of Government Accountants^, and the Municipal Finance Officers 
Association. Expefnditur'es related to these and other national 
membership organizations amounted to about $106,000 in fiscal ^year 
1979, including $29,000 for membership dues and service fees and 
$76,400 for srtaff attendance at conferences, and meetings. 

About'^40 percent of the prime sponsors J^reported expenditures 
related to various regional. State, and local membership""^H^aniza- 
tions, including the Southeastern Employment and Training A^^socia- 
tion, the New England Councilo^^ETA Prime Sponsors, and State 
manpower assqciations .in California, Illinois, .Indiana , North 
Carolina, and Ohio. , About 30 prime sponsors paid membership dues 
to local Chanii^^rs of Commerce. .Prime sponsors reported total spend 
ing related to regional. State, and local membership organizations 
of $145, 300, in fiscal year 1979, including over $'58,300 for member- 
.>^)iip and service' fees and $83, 600. in conference-related expendi- 
ture?. 

! 

tn addition to these expenditures, some prime sponsors ,made 
conference-related and «other expenditures related t^^,." member ship" 
type organizations which did not charge a membership* or service 
fee and wer£ therefore outside the ^cope of our review. These 
organizatiops included prime sponsor or CETA dir^tor associations 
in' are'as served by Labor's San. Francisco and Seattle regions and 



in' 



Georgia; Michigan, Miryiesota, New Jersey, New York/ North 



Ca|rolina, And Ohio.^ We do not know the extefit of expenditures v 
related tM these organizations. None charged membership dues or 
service fe/es in fiscal year 1979. 
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Table 2.1 

Prime Sponsor Expendituxer> 
i for ^Activities Related to 
Membership Organizations 



Organization 



USCM 

NACo' 

NGA 



Subtbtal 



Other nationa] 
organizat^onb 

fte^ional, S^tatH 
and local 
orgahizations 



Membership, 
service fees 

§ 303 ,.941 
468,821 
172,705 



945,467 
28^,995 

58, 340 



Total .for all 
organiza- 



tions 



$1,032,802 



Conference- 
related 
, expenses 

§172,653 
317 ,929 

80,672 

f 

571,254 
76,355 



83,550 



§731,159 



. Other 
payments 

$ 192 
3,048 
21 

3,261 
• 660 

3,417 

§7, 338 



Total. 
expenditures 

§ 476,786 . 
^ 789,798 
253', 398 

1, 519,982 
106,010 

145, 307 

§1,771,299 



Average spending yarig^d .by regToa, , 

type, .and size offt^i^^pliBe sponsor , * 

For all prime sponsors reporting, the average expen<iiture 
related to membership organizations w^s .about §4„j^00 in fiscal 
year 1979. Average spending le\?els varied by Labdr r egio n, type, 
and size of prime sponsor. _ - ^ 

< ^ * « 

^ Regional a>^rages ranged from §2,762 for prime sponsors* in 
Labor's Dallas ^fegionf to §6,786 for prime sponsors r^eportj.ng ^in 
the Boston regSfen. Other LalDor regions with expenditures- above 
the natdonal ^verage were Seattle ($5,398), Chicago (§4,499), 
and San Franci^sco (§4,'451). ' 

• ' 1 * 

State prime sponsors reported the highest average expenditure 
related to membership organizations of any type'of'* prime sponsor.^ 
This average was §7,117 for the p if- i me sponsors reporting.^ Con- 
sortia and city jirime sponsors^ also reported above-avei^age expend- 
itures of §4,888 and §4,312, respectively. County prime sponsors 
reported spending an average of §2,563, ,whlch was considerably 
below the , average , expenditure for all prime sponsors. 
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One reason for the variation in average expenditures by type 
of prime sponsor may be the difference in service fees they re- 
ported-paying public interest groups in fiscal year 1979, Prime 
sponsors reported service fee payments from CRTA funds to NGA rang- 
ing from $1,010 to $7,790, to USCM ranging from $359 to $20,000, 
and to NACo ranging from $3 5 to $3,000, 

Average prime sponsor expenditures related to membership or- 
ganizations varied widely by size of prime sponsor. Average ex- 
penditures wef e highest for large prime sponsors and lowest for 
small prime sponsors. This was true regardless of whether size 
was measured by CETA allocatiop, total adAnistration expeflQitures , 
or siz^ of administrative budget (total administration Expenditures 
' less that portion spent by or allocated to subrecipients and con- 
tractors). Large prime spdn^ors reported expenditures about three 
times as great on the average as those reported by small prime 
sponsors.. ^ 

There was, however, considerable variation in, spending reported/ 
within each size category. For plirposes of analysis, we categorized/ 
prime sponsors into three 'groups : (1) large prime sponsors with a 
total allocatiiTon of $25 Iriillion or more for fiscal year 1979, (2) 
medium prime sponsors with a total allocation between ''$7 ,5 and $25 
million, and (-3) small prime sponsors with a total *allX)cation of 
less than $7.5 million. Reported expenditures^ for. activities related 
to mgm^rship organizations ranged from $264 to $24,850 for large 
prime-sponsors, from $5 to ^14,341 for medium prime sponsors, and 
from $26 to $10,922Vjfor small prime sponsors. Some prime sponsors 
in each category reported no expenditures. Similar- variations ii? 
expenditures were also evident for each -eize category defined in . - 
' terms of prime sponsor administrative budget*. 

Sm^ll portion of administrattlve • , ' 

spending was for activities^ related - , ' ^ 

to membership organisations 

V 

Overall, expenditures by prime sponsors for activities related 
to membership organizations constituted a small portion of their 
administrative spending. Total expenditures related to membership 
organizations -represent only 0.2 percent of the total administra- 
"^tive spending reported • Of those .administration costs reported as 
spent by prime sponsors directly Cnot including administration 
costs incurred by subgrant'€?e*s,.<'^contractor.s, and subrecipients), 
expenditures related to membership organizations represent 0.5 per- 
cent. . :^ 
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Prime sponsors . identified few 
subrecipients and contractors 

making e>C'penditures related '* 
. , to membership organizations • ' 

Prime ^sponsors report^ that only a small portion of their 
subrecipients and contra^ctors were likely to have made expendi- 
tures related to membership organizations in fi^jial year 1979. 
Of the 96/43 5 subgrants, contracts, and otherf*Tubagreements iden- 
tified by prime sponsors, 32,971 (or 34 percent) would not have 
allowed for the use of CETA funds for activities related to mem- 
bership organizations. Some of these subagreem^jcits were for pro- 
gsiam a'cti^vities , such as public service ' employriient or on-the-job 
training, and as such frequently did not include administrative 
funds for activities related to membership organizations. These 
agreements or contracts typically cover the cost of employment; 
i.e., wages, fringe benefits, etc. According to prime sponsors, ' 
expenditures related to membership organizations would have been 
allowable under 63,464, or 66 percent of all subgrants, contracts, 
and subagreements . ^ 

From their records, prime sponsors provided information on 
subrecipient use of CETA funds for activities related to member- 
ship organizations. They reported that there were no fiscal year 
1979 expenditures related to membership organizations under the * 
majbrity of. subgrants, contracts, and subagi?eements which could 
have allowed such expenditui::;es . For most other subgrants, con- 
tracts-, and subagreements, prime sponsors either were not able * 
to, or for some other reason did not, provide information. Prime 
sponsors did, however, identify a few* subgrants,' contracts, and 
subagreements undfer which expenditures related to membership ^or- 
ganizations we^'e made in fiscal year 1979:* under 210, ^ there were 
membership or service fees paid.; under 414,' there were conference- 
related expenditures; and under 3, .thei^e were other payments to 
membership organiz^atiOns*. . Prime sponsors provided actual expend i- 
— ture data or^budget estira,ates for only a limited number of t'h^se . J 
They identified 65 subgrant,s, contracts, or "subagreements under 
which about $26t600 was spent on membership or service fees, and 
263 under which ^bout $163,600 was spent for activities related to 
attending conferences. ' v * . 

SERVICES ^ ■.. - , 

9 3. What services do membership organizations 
provide to CETA prime sponsors ? 

National, regional, and State membership organizations provide 
a variety of useful' and similar, yet di\ff$r6nt, services to CETA 
prime sponsors. Each organization provides its constituency serv- 
ices which carv be broadly categorized as infpfma£ion and technical 
assistance services. Some of these organizations a J.so'i^sjjonsqr con- 
ferences and act as advocates for pri-^tte" sponsors . Although the - 

'ii . ■ ■ 

ERJCN^ . . ^ , .20. 
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organizations provide .essentially the same t^^pes of seij#;ices, prime 
sponsors' reported that services most frequently received from 
public interest groups differed from those most frequently receive<^ 
from other membership organizations. Prime sponsors believe ex- 
penditures related tq membership organizations a^re justified be- 
cause- the servicers received^ are worth the.cdst and are beneficial 
even when 'similar services aris obtained from mo^e than one source • 
Prime spons ors frequently indicated that membership organization^ 
services^ere more useful" than those provided by Labor. Labor de- 
pends on tlje membership organizations to provide assistance and 
information services to' prime sponsors because the organizatj.ons . 
are more timely • ' 

Infor mation services • * . ' 

USCM, NACo, and NGA, as well as employment ank training related 
regional and State membership or^nizations .> serve as information 
brOkkefTS. Through various publications and periodicals, they provide 
prime sponsors information on numerous topics, including CETA leg- 
islation, budget allocations, regulations, and Labor field memo- , 
ranidums. They also monitor , .analyze, and report on QjETA- related de- 
velopments and provide some information, on 'employment opportunities 
with various prime sponsors. _ 

Some organizations alBd perform an advocacy 1,/ role for prime 
sponsors; • For example, the Nqw England Council af CETA Prime Spon- 
sors describes itself as a vehicle for prime sponsors to present a 
unified poisition-on employment and training pglicy issuer . Accord- 
ing to a <:ouncil brochure, the organization is a yital link betwifen 

^its members and the" Pederal Government. As part of its advocacy 
role,iJ:he Council organizes periodic meetdrjgs between its board 
members and Labor's administrators in thes;NeW England region. Also, 

KJJACo believes that advocacy is the heart of its service^f e^e program. 

NBy keeping in close contact with prime 'sponsors , it d«velop3 a ^eel 
for prime sponsor concerns.* Woi^ing closely with 'Labor, NACc^has 
the opportanity to insist, that p'rime sponsor concerns are heard 
when policy decisions and Yi^plementing instructions are developed. 

To advise CfiTA directors of* legislrative action, S^1(|br policie.s 
and procedures, budget developments, and the tetatus of -empioyment 
and training activities, the USCM publishes the ''CHITA Director" ' 
and the "CETA Monitor." \The "CETA Director" is a newalettel: that 
is distributed every 2. weeks, while the "CETA Monitor" is an infor- 
mation service published in six different formats.- Collectively, 



l/Mvocacy involves ^the bro^d- concept of representing the cause 
of prime sdonsors.^ On the-other hand, ^prohibited lobbying as^V 
discussed i>n the r^spofise to question 5 ( sge p. 24), is an ^ 

- attempt to Inf^^ence legis^tion \;^ith^the use of Federal fMjfids . 
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these amount to ab<»ut 400 ,publicatic3ns a year ♦ ^T!he six "CETA 

Monitor" formats are described below, 

1^ . 



Action Advisory — Alerts c|ta directors fco take action at 
important decisionmaking paintf?i„ Ad\^§ories provide in- 
formation to prime sponsors weeks , .and sometimes monthS/ 
ahead of Labor's regular distribution ^chanrfels , th^reWy 
providing advance notice of impending ap^ions. They are 
accompanied by a background statement and an anal^is*of 
the^iirtpact on prime •sponsor' programs; - , > 



lai^] 



2. Report --Summarizes events, actions^' 'and decisions related 
to CETA/ such as congressional action on appropriations, 

• revisions in CETA regxilations , public service' em^'ployment, 
youth programs , and ot;her topics of interest to prime 
sponsors . ' I 

3. Commentary — Presents staff Analyses of^thje impact of 
' policies , regulation changes, and othaa: actions affecting 

cities and CETA. ^ 1 

• , '* . ' - ^ , * - 

4. Reference — Presents items with ba^kgr9und iriformatioit of 
reference value to prime sponsors. 

. * ' - - c • ^ ' ' > ^ _ 

5. ' Clips --Provide reprints of important articles from news- 
papers and other pbblication^;' . ^ - • 

6. Inforniation Exchange — Enqourages the transfer of i'nforraa- 
tibn ahong prime^ sponsors . Through tfie E;i!:change, prinTe 
sponsors can request information on; any/aspect of employ- 
ment and ^ training activities. .The^USClyl also uses the 
Exchange tb distribute information on effective prime 
spdnsor activities "^nd to advertise job openings on prime 
spclnsor staffs. ^ ' 

/ . 
- NGA upfiates State employment and training officials on CETA- . 
related developments through the issuanc^^^- thjs^e, publications. 
"RegsLine," generally published twice monthly, ^prWide^ regtllatory ^ 
• analysis and serves as a mechanism for the t.i|nely^ dissemii^ation of 
•pertinent regulatory and poMicy issuances, including Labbr^i^ld ' 
memorandums , regulations, and^ announbements . " LegisLine , published 
on an as-needed basis, provides current inyformation and analysis 
of legislative iss.ues. NGA also publishes a newsletter, " Labor^ 
Notes," generally twice a month, that provides infc^rmation on ,k 
various topics of interest to Sta^te prime ^onsors, including in-* 
formation on conferences, congressional hearsings, ' and reports 
' concerning employme'ht and graining' programs. > . ^ 

NACo publishes a "CETA Information Update" ''about 50 times^ 
y^ar to provide prl^me sponsors with information 'f;:om a wide yariety 
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of sources. The information/ includes a. cover metnorandum which sum- 
marizes activities affeoi:ing CETA, such as legislative or adminis- . 
trative policy "SgveJLopments, along with copies of Labor, documents ^.^J-^ 
excerpts from' the Congressional Record/ and various news^^paper and 
magazine articles pertaining to CETA. NACo also publishes a maga- * 
zine, the County Employment Reporter ^^once every 2 mont^hs and a 
newspaper, the Coupty News/* each week.i NACo provides a ^ copy of 
they^three publications to each prime sponsor that pays' a service ^ 
fee! The "County Deployment Reporter," directed toward. ^rofes- ^ 
sionals in the elnployment field, Qontains articles from academi- 
cians ahd experts. The "County News" covers\ ma jor CETA develop- 
ments and iacludes^ alfticles on other issues ©f interest to C9un- \ 
ties. ^ ; V ' ^ \ ^ ^ \ ' ' 

LLke the public interest groups, emplpyment^ and training re- 
lated regional and State organizatiohs provid€^ information ser\)'^- 
ices to prime sponsors. For example, regional organizations, such 
as the New England Council of CETA Prime^ponsors , and' State asso- 
ciations, such.. as the Ohio Manpower Association and the Illinois 
CETA ^irectors^ Association^, provide prime sponsors - information on a 
variety of topics, includi^ng equal 'employnffent^ opportunity , labor ♦ 
relations, education, legislation, and. re^fulations . Ihe organiza-y 
tions also facilitate the exchange of information between P^inj^ \ 
sponsors. The New England Council publishes a quarterly ijewsletterl 
the "Training and Dnployment Overview, " for .prime sponsors in the ^ 
New_ England ar^ea . This publication is designed to keep prime spon- 
sors updated on the latest developments affecting them.. The Qhio 
Manpower Association also publishes a newsletter for it3 member- 
ship. 

Technical assistance ' v 

The public interest groups, as well as regional and State 
employment and training related membership or^anizati^ons , provide, 
technical a^sist^nce services to prime sponsors. Generally,\this ^ 
assis^tance^ is .proyided by telephone, mail,* or onsite visits at 
through' participation in, or sponsorship of, 'regional ifieeting^ 
It is provided at the prime sponsor* s request and is tailored \p • 
the recipient.s* hfeeds. The assistahce could include 6rgaaizati9n 
visits to prime sponsors to train CETA staff or to assist in prb- 
gram>areas such as manpower delivery systems, " consortium agree- 
ments, and understanding Federal instructions and forms. It could 
also include organization participation In Special-purpose CETA 
meetings of conferences' and in the resolution of disputes between > 
^rin^e sponsors and Labor regional offices... 

NACo irepords indicate that it spent about* $66,800 in staff 
travel costs related to technical assistance ;5^ervices between- 
January I979 and August I98D. NACo , incurred th^se costs primarily . 
to ( 1) ^provide legisl^ative Updates' and CETa| training for prime, 
sponsor advisory councils, elected of ficials^-pr* staff ; (2) 
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participate as national policy 
with Federal agencies,* and (3) 
for county CETA stafTE. > 

ht USCM reported that its sta^ visited nearly one- third o^f the 
country' s urban prime sponsors during 1079 to ihcrease its aware- 
ness of local le\>el CETA probllems and ^echniqal assistlnce needs 
The organization indicated^ that, during calendar years 1979 and. 
1^80/ its staff made over' 60 tjechnical assistance vivS.its to 

I ' V . 

. v-bring individual prime |sponsors up* to date on major changes 
in regulations/ 



advisors in local or group meetings 
hold regional and national meetings 



--brief prime sponsbr stajffs on recent legislation or regula- 
tory changes / ^* m * 

— help prime sponsors resolve specific problems,^ ^ 

— make presentations to rjegional or statewide groups on 
changes 'or impending ch:anges in regulations, 

1 : 

— gather data or material] on unique prime sponsor, opei^ations 
^ that^might be used by either prime sponsors, or 

I ' 

--gather d^ta which might! be consolidated ,to present to 
member mayors for possible policy formulation. 

NGA provides technical assistance primarily through a series^ 
of, employnient and training program seminars designed to (1) deal 
with significant programmatic and operational problems and issues, 
(2)-]^rovide ct^ forum, for the exchange of information and expertise, 
and OJ^help States develop practical approaches and solutions to 
prolilems.* In addition, NGA staff also visit individual State prime 
sponsors, at their request, to- provide assistance. NGA records in- 
dicate that it. spent roughly $26,000 during fiscal years 1979 and 
1980 for, ^aff Vrav^l expenses to provide technical assistance 
service's.. ' ^ ^ • , * 

^ Employment and training related regional and Sterte organiza- 
tions are set up, in, part, to provide technical assistanbe services 
to prime sppnsnrS, For exampl^/ one goal of the Ohio Manpower As- 
sociation is to enhance and* enrich the professional growth and 
technical competence of its members. To improve personal prpduc- 
tivity, the organization conducted a series of workshops on time* 
management, decisibjimaking , productivity, ^d motivation,* It also 
conducted a workshop which resulted in the adoption of a code of 
ethics for its meraba;jrs^ Accordirig to information provided by the 
New England Counotl 'of CETA Prime "Sponsors ,^it provides management 
assist^ance by sending specialists to give prime sponsors onsite 
consultation oo specific emplOyfnent ' and training problems. Council 
^ staff also help prime sponsors by supplying technical information 
tQ aid them irj^problem defihition, "analysis, and- solution . 
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Conferences , " • 

USCMi NACo , and NGA conduct national conferences that give 
prime sponsors -a broad perspective on issues affeoting the CETA ^ 
program -Regional anJJ State employment and training- related organ- 
izat-ions ,al§o sponsor conferences for their particular Qonstituen- 
cies At times / representatives of the public\ interest groups par- 
ticipate J.n the regionally or State-sponsored Conferences*. During 
the conferences/ prime, ^sponsors attend workshops on various CET^- 
related subjects and a^e exposed to the views of) Labor officials,^ 
congressional staff/ and private sectpi: re^fresentatives . Generally/ 
these spokespersons discuss the program in the content of the latest 
legislative cha.nges and its future direction. For example/ th^ 
themfe of NACo' s 1980 National Qnployment Policy Conference was "New 
Directions in the SOs.^' The conference^ -featured workshops on num- 
erous topi^^/ including receht congressional ^decisions and CETA , 
reauthorization issues'- that are expected to Surface when the acu 
expires in 1982. . At the 1981 employment and training cpnfebbnce" 
spopi^sored by USCM/ prime sponso'rir^ttended workshops on such topics 
as4)udget cutting/ handling layoffs/ and the futyre o^ youth pro- 
gram's- Likewise/ NGA*s 1981 National Policy Conference included 
wor]tshop^ on such topics as fiscal projections- for employment and 
training and future directions in the redesigi^ of , the -employment 
and training system. ^ 

Like the .public interest groups/ employment and training re- 
lated regional and State membership organizations also sponsor con- 
ferences and workshops for the prime sponsors they serve. For ex- 
artple,^ during 1980/ 'the New England Council hnd the Ohio Manpower 
Association sponsored CETA-rela#ted conferences that included active 
staff participation by each" of the above p&b'lic interest groups. 
AccordingM€o the Council, its cohferenceis focus on key issues fac- 
ing prime sponsors by providing opinion and discussion by experts 
from around the country. The Council* schedules workshops and^ 
seminars for its members to help' them mov^^ through- the maze of new 
regulations/ regional policy, and legislation,. Seminars ha^ve 
covered such topics as welfare reform, youth prpgrams, audit, and 
liability* , • ^ 

Services also provided by nonemployment * ' * 
and t^raining related organi^zations 

In responding to our questionnaire , prime sponsors indica4led 
that they received services from a variety of national, regional/ 
State/ and local organizations not specifically involved with the 
employment and training programs. Examples of these organizations 
incl.ude the , ^ ' - 



— {Municipal Finance Officers Associati 
--Inter-City ManagemS(|t Association/ 
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--American' Management Association, 4 
— American Association of^Cqmmunity and Junior ^^oll^^s, 
— Councir of Governments, 



—New England Solar Energy Asspciation , 



A - 



- — Missouri Vocational Associa-tion, and 

. • . . ' ' 

— Minnesota Social Services Association, » 

^ These prganizations *provAded such services as newsletters, meeting* ^ 
announcements, staff training, and information on or assistance 
vS^ith program operations and planing. Some.pr.lme sponsors sai<[ 
they held memberships in local Chambers of Comiherce. fhe prime 
sponsors reported that the local chambers prbvideid' them with news- 
lett^ers and meeting announcements, wer^ a soj^rc^ of labor market 
information, and were ^/useful contact point within the local busi- 
ness community tp publicize CETA activities'^ Some also repPrted 
that the Chambers of Commerce provided prime ^onsor. staff training^' 

Services most frequently receivigd 
from public intearest groups different 

from'other membership organizrajbions \ . * ; 

Although most membership organizations provide the sarte types 
of sersqLceq — information aad technical ass^tance, conf eren^s*, 
- and advocacy*-- prime sponsors rep6rted differences between service^ 
most frequently provided by the public- injterest groups and those ^ 
most frequently provided by othe^^ membership organizations. Other 
than newsletters and m^e'ting announcements, the s^vic^s prime 
sponsors njost frequently reported receiving from the public interest 
groups in fiscal year 1979 were (in order of frequency reported) 

^ — information* on congressional actior/s, 

" — copies of legislation and/or congressional *repor^, 

— information on the/*allocation of CETA funds, 

— information on Labof^olicy, aRd 

i^input into , Labor policy and regur^tdorfs related_to CETA* 



For membership organizations oth^r than' the* public interest groups, 
tHe mOB/t frequently identified' sevices differed significantly. 
Other than newsletters and meeting announcements, they were (in^ 
olrder of frequency Reported) 

^ — inforjnal association- with; other. prime sponsors, ^ 
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— information c5n other prime sponsor employment and trifining 
activitiesi 

— staff training, 

— information on or assistance with staff training, and 

— information on or assistance with program operations and 
planning • t ' " 

Prime sponsors feel justified ^ 

in making expenditures related ^ 

to membership organizations ^ 

Of the 373 prime sponsors who reported paying a membership or 
service fee to organizations in fiscal year 1979, about 87 percent 
felt the services receiv.ed were worth the cost to a very great or 
substantial^^e^tent . In explaining this position^ some prime spon- 
sors indicated tha^t they typically received information from mem- 
bership organizations well before they received official Labor 
information arid that this helped considerably in planning and 
administering CETA programs. 

Fifty-two percent of the prime sponsors responding to our 
questionnaire said that they received services from more than one 
membership organization in fis'caj. year 1979. The table below shows 
the -reasons the vast majority of these prime sponsors believed such 
an arrangement was beneficial and the extent to which they believed 
it. 
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Table 4.1 



Prime Sponsor Responses to the Question: 
To What Extent Is Each of the yollowing. a 
Reason Why It Is Beneficial to Receive the 
'feame or a Similar Service or Benefit From 
More Than One Membership Organization ? 



Very great or 
substantial- 
extent 

Per- 
cent 



Number 



Moderate or 
some extent 
Per- 

Number 



cent 



Little or 
no extent 

Per- 

Number cent 



75 



61 



52 



80 



24 



36 



99 



45 



38 



Reasons > ^ 

(1) Different perspec- i66 
tives are provided/ 
by each organization 

(2) There are differ- 135 
ences in the types 
of information pro- 
vided by each 

organization ^ 

(3 ) Services provided ^ 83 * 38 
are geared to 
different levels of 
prime sponsor staff 

(4) One or more organi-^ 162 74 
zation(s) provide(s) 
m^e timdly infor- 
mation than the 

other ( s) - 

The following table shows the'^-reaSons most- prime sponsors 
receiving the same or similar services from both Labor and at 
least one membership organi.zation believed this practice was 
beneficial and the extent to which they believed it. 
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Table A .2, 

Prime Sponsor Responses to the Question; 
To What Extent Is Each of J:he Following^^ 
Reason. Why It Is Beneficial to Receive the 
Same or a Sj.milar Service or Benefit From 
a Membership Organization When That Service 
or Benefit Is Also Provided .by POL ? 



ReasQTis 

^(1) Membership organi- 
zations provide 
services and bene- 
fits in a more 
timely manner 

(2) Membership organi- 
zations provide 
more analyses and 
Interpretations 
of information 

(3 ) ^ Membership organi- 
zations are more 
attentive to the 
individual needs 
or prime sponsors 



(4) 



Very great or 
substantial 
extent 

Per- 

N umber cent 



Moderate or 
somg extent 
Per- 

N umber cent 



330 



84 



53 



14 



Little or 
no extent 
V 'Per- 
N umber cent 

8 2 , 



3265 



84 



54 



14 



23JD 



59 



115 



29'' 



45 ^ 12 



126 



143 



37 



120 ' 31 



Membership organi- 
zations provide 
,s*ervices that are 

geared, to different . ' - ' ' 

leveJLs of prime 

sponsor staff - ' - 

Prime sponsors frequently feel ' * • . 

membership organiztrtions provide ^ , 

more useful services than Labor * 

Prime sponsors frequently indicated that services received 
from membership organizations were irtore useful than t.he same, or 
similar services provided by Labor. We asked prime sponsors re- 
ceiving such s.ervices from both sources to indicate whether mem- 
bership organization or Labor services were raore useful . From 
the list of services included in our questionnaire, prime sponsors 
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comparing services from both sources told us that 12 of 18 serv- . 
ices provided by membership organizations were at least somewhat 
more useful to them, • Most prime sponsors making the comparison 
cited the following membership organization services as more 
useful t;han Labor's: " ^ — 

--Copies of new/ regulations . 

--Copies of legislation and/or congressional reports. 
— Newsletters and/or meeting announcements. 
--Information on the allocation of CETA funds. 

0 

" — Information on Labor policy and regulations.* 

--Input into Labor policy §nd regulati^s related to CETA. 

— Input into congressional proceedings related to CETA. 

--Information on congressional actions. 

— Influence on legislation . related to CETA. 

--Lobbying activities related to CETA. 

— Informal association with other prime sponsors. 

--Information on other prime sponsor employment and training 
activities . 

Most prime sponsors making the comparison told us that Labor pro- 
vides more useful (1) staff training and (2) information on or 
as^stance with ^ 

♦ 

— consortium agreements, 
— program operations and planning, 
^-Federal instructions and* forms, 
— staff training, and — 



— equal employment' opportunity and affirjnative action 
activities . • ' 



\ 
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Labor depends on ... 
^membership organizations ^ ^ 

Labor depends on the membership organizations, particularly 
the public intelrest groups, to provide prime sponsors with 
assistance and information services. Labor aids the^organizations 
by supply'^Xng them with information and by participating in 
organization- sponsored conferences and workshops.^ The Administra- 
tor of Labor's Office of Management Assistance 'told us that Labor 
depends on the organizations to .get information to the prime spon- 
sors in a timely manner. He said Labor's information is less timely 
becausQ of the review and printing process at Labor headquarters. 
It' takes an average of 3 to 5 weeks for a proposed, directive to 
be processed through the headquarters clearance system. Review and 
revision a€ the Labor regional offices may also delay dissemination 
of directives and other information for prime sponsors. 

To help alleviate the timeliness problem, Labor had planned to 
initiate a new word processing and telecommunications network by 
the summer of 1981. The new network was intended to speed the flow 
of information between Labor headquarters and its 10 regional of- 
fices and ultimately to local prime sponsors. However, on July 28, 
1981, Labor issued Field Memorandum No. 223-81, which noted that * 
an^ Office of Management and Budget freeze on the procurement of 
equipment delayed network implementation. The field nf^iqprandum 
rescheduled network implementation for January 1982, at3^hich ti^e 
Labor plans to begin a 3-month trial period to test and refine ^ro^' 
cedures concerning network transmission of Labor issuances. . 

The Labor Administrator also noted that an advantage in having 
prime sponsors pay service fees to the public interest groups is * 
the increased^ responsiveness to prime sponsor needs. As constitu- 
ents, prime sponsors can hold* the public interest groups account- 
able.- Also, as pointed out in an August 1979 Labor report^ "Re\/iew 
of the Employment and Training AdmirtLstration* s Technical .Assist^ 
ance and Training System," an adversary relationship exists between 
prime sponsors and the 'Labor regions. Prime sponsors are reluctant 
to request technical assistance from the regions. ' TKey believe the 
st^ff is unable to provide it or are afraid the request will be 
looked upon as a deficiency. Prime sponsors tend to view regional 
staff as compliance enforcers, rather than i^elpers . According to 
-the Labor Administrator, regional office staff are so involved in 
performing federally fnandated functions that they often lack the 
time to^offer pripe sponsors the assistance needed. In summing 
up his feelings about Labor's dependence on the, public interest 
organizations, the Adminis-trator told us tha,t Labor would* have to 
create such organizations to serve prime sponsors if they did not 
already exist . 
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PARTICIPANT BENEFITS , ' 

^4* How do CETA participants "benefit 'from activities related 
to membership organizations ? 

In responding to our questionnaire, prime sponsors generally 
indicated th^t CETA pa»ijfc4c'ipants benefit from the improved quality 
of program administration and services that rerfult when priijie 
sponsors spend funds^for activities associated with membership or- 
ganizations. In this regard, prime sponsors identified some serv^ 
ices and benefits provided by membership organizations that beni^- 
fited CETA participants. 'These included i 

— facilitating prinje-sponsor-to-prime-sponsor assistance and 
exchange of information; , ^ • ^ 

— {Providing information on innovative programs; 

Hrproviding timel^y information, such as on-^ budget 'allocatiois 
and regulations; 

— making analyses of CETA legislation, policies, and regula- 
tions; ' — / 

r 

— providing -a forum for the discussion of common prime sponsor 
problems ; and 



— training prime sponsor stiff in program planning and adminis- 
tration. 

One .prime sponsor official stated that involvement with member- 
ship organizations helped develop prime sponsor staff so that they 
are better able to prevent waste and mismanagement of funds used to 
train and employ participants. Another reported that a membership 
organization provided it with funding information that Labor had 
not sent to the prime sportsor. The information allowed the jprime 
sponsor to offer additional participant positions. 4 third prime ' 
sponsor indicated that attendance at conferences and workshops 
sponsored by a membership organization contributed greatly ^o its 
efforts to serve CETA participants. Staff attendance at these cpn- 
fer,ences and workshops helped^prime sponsor staff improve job -train 
ing, placement, afi^ payroll service. 

Only three prim^ ^ponsors s^id that CETA participants derived 
no benefits from, prime Vspbnsor use of CETA funds for activities re- 
lated to membership organizations. Sixtya^nine prime sponsors did 
not respohd^o our question regarding CETA participant benefits. 
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LOBBYING ^ ^ * 

5. DO payments to membership organizations >that 
lobby constitute indirect support of lobbying ? 

In addressing this question / we reviewed applicable lobbying 
prohibitions and obtained general information regarding the organ- 
izational structure, funding sources, and accounting practices of • 
membership organisations. Based on this j.nformation, we found no 
evidence* that membership organizations are using^CETA funds to sup- 
port their lobbying activities. This is not to imply, however, 
that CETA funds could not be used to support an organization* s 
lobbying efforts. Because of time and cost considerations as^well 
as po«^ible^access- to- records problems, we did not perform det$iiled 
audit work at each organization to attempt to determine whether 
CETA funds supported lobbying activities. Also, as discussed with 
CoAgressman Clay, we believe that, even with detailed audit work 
and a continuous monitoring effort, it would be difficult to con- 
-clusively determine t^iat CETA funds supported lobbying. 



A While explicitly directing prime sponsors not to use CETA 
funds to obtain membe^'ships in organizations that lobby. Labor has 
allowed th'em to purchase employment and training services from such 
organizations. Labor's lobbying restrictions are the result of* 
some statutory lobbying prohibitions .applicable to the use of * CETA 
funds. These prohibitions have caused some membership organiza- 
'^tionff to take adtions to segregate costs incurred in providing 
services to CETA prime, sponsors from lobbying costs, which are 
funded from non-CETA sources. Thes^ actions reduce the likelihood 
that CETA fund.s could be used in support of their lobbying activi- 
ties. Assuming the nonprofit membership organizations ordinarily . 
provide services at cost to tlje prime sponsors, theoretically no 
CETA*£unds should be available to support JLobbying activities. In 
thifej regard, membership organizations would support^their lobbying 
acWvities with non-Federal funds generated from membership fees 
and other services. 

Some membership organizations acknowledge, however, that asso- 
ciation with prime sponsors indirectly aids their organizations * 
lobbying efforts. ThuS/ information developed by membership organ- 
izations in connection with providing services to prime sponsors 
frequently is useful in lobbying "campaigns that may indirectly bene'- 
fit prime sponsors. Also, 50 percent of the- prime sponsors that 
made payihents related to' USCM^ "49. percent that made payments re- 
lated to NACO/ and 59 percent that made payments related to NGA . 
said their decision to do so was based at leasts to some extent on 
the organization* s involvement in activities which influence legis- 
lation. Furthermore T many prime sponsors that ma'de payments re-" 
lated to public interest organizations indicated tjiat these orga,n- 
izations influenced CETA legislation or benefited tl\em with lobby- 
ing ^activities /related to CETA. This is not to imply that CETA. 
funds paid for lobbyii 
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Applicable lobbying -•prohibition's . - U • 

" Several statutes and regulations prohibit the expenditure of 
Federal funds in general and, CETA funds in particular for various 
kinds of lobbying, activities . The language used in each pro^sion, 
together with applicable legislative history, determines the kinds 
of activities specifically prohibited. The terms "lobbying and 
"influencing legislation" generally have simi;.ar meanings when used 
in statutes and regulations.. Normally these terms refer to direct 
communications With legislators-^or^communications with the public 
exhorting them to" contact their legislators and urge support or 
defeat of pending legislation. 

Generally, antilobbying statutory provisions prohibit Federal 
agencies from using Federal funds to directly or indirectly sup- 
port lobbying activities. An example of direct support of lobby- 
ing activities might involve a prime sponsor expending CETA funds 
to prepare an unsolicited letter to Members of Congress expressing 
support for certain legislation pending before the Congress. In, 
this hypothetical, situation » the prime sponsor is itself expending 
CETA funds in preparing and distributing the letters that seek to 
influence legislation. On the other hand, an example of indirect 
support might involve a prime sponsor contributing either CETA- funds 
or supplies or services paid for with CETA funds to another orgah- 
izatien-that was engaged in influencing legislation concerning the 
CBTAprogram. Hence, in the case of indirect support,' the prime ■ 
^onsor does not itself expend funds for the prohibited" activities - 
but makes CETA funds available'to others engaged in the prohibited ^ 
activities!. . 

One of the antilobbying statutes, it O.S.C. 191^^ entitled 
"Lobbying with appropriated mone^^s," provides that: 

"No part of the money appropriated b'iK&ny enactment 
of Congress shall, in the absence' of exprefes authbriza- 
tion by Congress, be used directly or indjjrectly/ to, pay 
for any personal service, advertisement,- telegrajn, tele- ^ • 
■ phone, letter, printed or written matter, or o^her de- 
vice, intended 9t designed to influence in any maaner ^ ^ 
a Member of Corigress, to favor or oppose, by vote or - ■ ' 
otherwise, any legislation or appropriation b^ Congress, 
whether before or after the introduction of -any bill or 
resolution proposing such legislation or apprppriation ; 
but thi-s-shall not prevent officers or employees o^f the 
United States or of its departments or agencies from . . - 
coijununicating to Members of Congress on the request of 
any Member or to Congress, through the proper official 
channels, requests for legislation or appropriations 
which they deem necessary for the efficient conduct of 
the public business. . . <• , 
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"i^^hoever, being an officer or employee of the * ; 

United States or of a-ny department or agency there- 
^ of , ^violates or -at.tempts ^o violate this section, 

shall be fined not more than $500 or imprisoned ^ ' / . 

not more than one year, pr both; and after notice ^ 
and hearing by the superior officer jested wjith 
the power of removing him/ shall be removed from . ' 

office or employmeat." ^ . ^ 

Since the ihove statute contains fine and imprisonment provi- 
sions, its' enforcement is the responsibility of the Department of 
Justice and /the courts. Accordinglyv we*do not .consider it .appro- 
priate to comment on its apE^ lie ability to particular situations or 
to speculate as to the conduct or activities that would or would - 
not constitute a violation. To our knowledge there has never been' 
a prosecution under this statute. * ^ * 

Since the early 19 50s,, f^arious^ppropriations acts have con- 
tained general provisions prohibit irig' the useV>f appropriated funds 
for "publicity or propaganda ."^--FerY example, jthe act appropriating 
furids for Labor contains such/a restiriction . Section 407 of the*"^ 
Departments of Labor and Heal/th, Eduqation, and Welfare Appropria- 
tions Act, l^BO (H.R. 4389, 4^ Cong., 1st Sess.), as incorporated 
by continuing resolution^, ^prohibits the us? of CETA funds for pre- 
paring And distributing publicity and propaganda material in all 
its various forms designed to influence members of the^ public to 
support\or defeat legislation pending^Defpre the Con^^ss.'^ More 
important, it prohibits the use of such .funds for salary or ex- 
penses, of a grant ^recipient or an agbat acti^ng for a recipient to 
eWag*e in any activit.y designed to influence legislation or appro- 
prt-ations pending before the Spi^ress. ^ 

Another antilobbying restriction is contained itl sectidn 607 (a 
of the Treasury, Posta# Service, and General, Government Appropria- 
tions Act, 1980 (Pub. L. No.. 96-74, Sept.**29, 1979, 93* Stat'. 559), 
which provides: , * . , 



"No 'part of ariy appropriatipn'^ contaiTped^in 
thi^ ££ any other Act , or ^£ the funds available 
for exTpenditure by any corporation or agency 

, shall be used foiv publicity or propaganda pur- 
poshes- designed to support or defeat legislation 

— pr ending . bef or e '^ Coriy i ess * !' (Ehiphasis added.) ' 



Since section 607 (a) Upplies .to the use ofiany appropid-ation - 
''cont^ained In this or any ot.her Act/' it le applicable *to the 
use of CETA funds. . * s ' ^ 

• We have construed "publicity and propagarT^ci" provisions such 
as -those in section 607(a) as primarily prohibiting grassroots' 
lobbying; that* iS/ expenditures involving appears addressed to the 
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public >^u^3^53ting that' they contact their elected representatives 
and indicate' a position on legisl^ition pending before the Congress. 
Departments and agencies aAje responsible for insuring thg^ their 
appropriations are not -used by grante'es and.ot^her recipients and 
their agents for lobbying activities prohibited by section 6Q7{a). 

Another statutory prohibition against the use of Federal funds 
for lobbying.j>^ontained in 29 U.S.C. 825(g), which requires the 
Secretary to promulgate regulations applicable to recipietits of 
CETS fUnds that would jrestri<:t th,e use of these ^funds for iobbying 
local, State, or Federal legislators. .Lobbying, as used in this 
statute, includes direct contact with legislators or efforts to 
motivate, members , of the public ' to -contact .their legisTators and 
.ur'ge support or defeat, of pending or. proposed legislation'. Fur— ^ ' 
ther, 29 U.S.C." 825 (i) makes recipients responsible for taking ac- 
tion against their subgrantees to preven-t any abuse. or iliisuse of 
CETA funds. , * ' - ^ . ♦ 

Pursuant to the requirements of 29 U.S.C. 82,5{g), Labor has ^ 
pranulgated- regulations prohibiting CETA expenditures for lobbying 
activities. The regulations ' are broad in scope. They prohibit the 
use of CETA funds in any manner by recipients and subrecipients to 
attempt directly or indirectly to influence Federal, State, and 
local legislators by any means tp favor or oppose any legislation 
or appropriations. An obvious exception to this restriction is 
vfbeh testimony or consultation is requeste^^by a legislative member 
or "when an employee of .a recibient makes contact with a State or 
iocalXlegislator to give him information necessairy tp provide coi^ 
plianc\ with the act. The regulationar implement applicable anti-^%. 
lobbyinb legislative restrictions. Lik^the legislative provisions 
discussfed': above, the regulations prohibit>employees and agents of , 
recipients from using Federal funds for lobbying activities. 

^ irfdicated i/n the respons^ to question number Qne., Labor 
allows prime sponsors to purtchase employment and training services 
from organiz^itions- that lobby. Labor Field Memorandum Ip • 406-74, 
issued in 1974, explained that Labor was phasing out its contracts 
w^-th otSunty, city, and State membership organizations to provide 
assistance to their governmental constituencies in such activities 
as 1;r'a4jil:tig, onsite visits, and information dissemination Th^ 
memorandum autTiorized prin\e? spqnsofs to use CETA funds to pay such 
organizations for providing specified services.' Ho^wever, the memo- 
randiom prohibited the purchase of memberships in such organizations^ 
Also, in the original memorandum and its updated version. Field \ * 
Memorandum No. 250-80, Labor prohibited^ the use of CETA funds for 
lobbying. * • \ / . ' ^ ' 

The effect of all these st^utory and^ regulatory restrictions 
,is that Labor, CETA fund recipients, and subrecipients may not ex- 
pend these Federal funds* for anything that would-be designed to 
influence a Federal, State, or 16cal legislator to favor or oppose 
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legislation pending before his or her respe<:tive legislative body. . 
There ate a few exceptions to this blanket prohibition. For ex- 
ample WLaUor of f icials /may make their views known directly p6 the 
Congre4s concerning any proposed legislation. Comments of this 
type /are not considered as lobbying. Also officials of prime spon- 
sors and their subgrantees may, if requested by legislators, make 
-their views known *on St^ite and local legislation. In all cases, 
however, grassroots lobbying, which appeals to the public to con- 
tact its legislators and urge support for or defeat of legislation, 
is prohibited* ' ^ . ' ^ 

. Precautions taken by mehmbership organizations ' • 
to prevent CETA expenditures for lobbying ^ * 

' As a consequence of the antilojDbying statutory provisions 
described aboVe, some membership organizations have t^ken^ precau- 
tionary measures/to insure that CETA funds are not expended for 
lobbying activities. .These precautionary measures range from 
separate organizational structures for lobbying activities and for 
CETA- related activities to accounting procedures desi'gned' to in- 
sure that only non-Federal funds are used for lobbying activities. 

' ' K 

Some, membership Organizations, for example, create separate 

organizational units in o^|r<^er to compartmenta^lize the^ lobbying 
and public interest activities flrom'the organizational unit that 
provides services to CETA prime sponso/8^* EaG(K of thes^ separ;ate 
organizational units. keeps individual accounting records however 
they may share officers and employees with ^e other unit, ^ach . 
organization pays the officers and employees for the time spe^^it 
on its activities. In ^his compartmentalized' organization , it 
would- be difficult for CETA funds paid to the services unit to be 
used to support lobbying activities ^conducted by the other unit.' 
It. should be emphasized that this does not mean that CETA funds 
could not be used to support an organization's lobbying efforts. 
It dbes indicate, however, a step, some organizations have. taken 
to reduce the likelihood of this occurring. 

Other membership organizations, instead of establishing sepa- 
rate organizational units, ijistitute accounting procedures and con- 
trols designed to help ensure t)iat all. lobbying activities are 
funded with^ non-Federal funds. Under this procedure all operations 
tiidt support lobbying, including overhead, would be charged against' 
an account. that contains' only non-FedergJ.^ funds . Membership orgah-V 
izations using this approach could dgitionsjtrate through their ^c- 
copnting records that CETX funds were not used for Lobbying activi- 
ties.' Again, t^is is no indication that CETA funds could not be 
us^d for lobby^5^ but an indication that ^'step is taken to reduce 
the likelihood of this occurring. 
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Prime isponsor membership in ^organization s 

not generally a9st>ciated with the CETA program 

- ^ As stated earlier/ Labor has specifically directed prime spon- 
sors not to expend CETA funds, for membership in public interest 
organizations, although *they may procure certain employment and 
training services frcim these membership organizations. In addition 
Labor has authority pursuant to 41 CFR 1-15.711-19- to ay.ow prime 
sponsors to^use CETA funds to purchase memberships in civic, buiBl- 
nessv technical r and professional organizations as long as^these 
organizations do not devote a substantial part of their activities 
to influencing legislation. The !*ord, "substantial" is not defined 
in the regulation. However, "substantial lobbying activities" has 
been defined uhder 26 U.S.C. 501(c)(3), an unrelated Internal Re- 
venue Code provision dealing with tax exempt organizations. Under 
this provision, expenditures greater than 20 percent of the organ- 
ization* s revenues for lobbying would be^considered substantial. 

The obvious intent of this regulation is to enable grantees, 
such as prime sponsors,- to join onpanizations that provide valu- 

• able services needed for the local CETA program despite the fact 
that these ojrgahizalEions devote, a small, share of their 6,f forts to 
influencing legislation. For example, prime sponsors may ooin a 
technical or professional association in order to obtain accre4i-- 
tatioti through or^y that .organization for- participants engaged in^ 
a particular training program* even though the association attempts 
to influence ^ legislation on behalf of it? member^." Likewise, a 
prime-, sponsor may join the local Chamber of Commerce to^ facilitate 
placement of CETA trainees in jobs with\commercial firms. Member- 
ship dues in such organizations are normally inexpensive compared 
to service fees charged by public^^interest organizations. Although 
th^^e organisations lobby on issues whicli * affect ^e interests of 
thei;- n\embers*hip; as a ^^Tiole, they do not specifically represeYit 

the Interests of" their prime sponsor members ^£n such activities. 
This fact, plus the minimal nature of the prime ^sponsors ' contri^^u- 
v/tions, does not violate* the antilobbying restrictions discussed 
pr,eviously. ^ Accordingly > Loioor has- authority to allow prime spon- 
'sofs to join civic, business, ^nd professional organizations vfhich 
provide services needed by the local . CETA .^togram, if thes^e'.organ- 
izations devote only a small'- fraction of their efforts^tq influenc- 
ing legislation. * 

Association with prime sponsors 
aids orqanizaition lobby efforts 

Some public interest brganizations^cknowledge that associa- 
' tion with prime sponsors through a service fe^ arrangement helps 
their lobbying efforts. For example, the Associate Director for 
NACo' s service fee program', who is also NACo' s legislative coor- 
dinator, told us that service fee participation by bounties im- 

• proves the degree of county input on CETA issues and aids his 
lol^yihg efforts*. He acknowledged that, without input obtained- 
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through the service fee program < he would have to more actively * 
solicit county input on matters related to CETA. ^ 

In addition, prime sponsor ideas and positions on CETA may 
become part of an organization's official lobbying platform. For 
example, on occasion, prime sponsors paying a service fee to USCM ^ - 
make policy recommendations related to CETA through USCM * s Employ- 
ment and Training Council. Before USCM lobbyists would promote a 
recommended policy position, it would have to be adopted by USCM 
member mayors, thereby making it a USCM rather than a prime spon- 
sor position. As in the case of USCM, NACo requires that member 
governments complete a formal approval process in adopting a lobby- 
ing position. Information obtained through NGA's service^ fee prp- 
gram^also aids th^t grganization' s ad\joc5acy -efforts in the. Congress. 

Prime sponsors' decision to associate * , ' ^ 

with public interest groups affected by 
activities which influence legislation ^ ^ 

Many prime sponsors indicated that their decision to associate 
with USCM, NACo, and NGA was 'based to some extent on those'brganiza-' 
tions' activities which%.nf luence legislation. We aske^ 'prime spon- 
sors to ispdicate the exTCnt to wh;Lch their ^decision tq associate 
with a particular membership organization was based on that organs 
i^atipn*s involvement in activities which influence legislation. 
Fifty percent that made payments related to USCM, 49 percent 'that 
m^de payments r^elated to NACo, and' 59 percent that made payments 
related to NGA said their decision to do*,so wa^ based at ^least to 
some extent o n th e organization' s invo5*^ement in activities which 
influence legi"sT?E:ion . The remaining prime sponsors said that their 
decision' was affected to little or no extent or that the organiza- 
tion does^ not engage in activities which influence legislation. We 
do not wish to imE>,ly that some CETA prime sponsors paid 'the organ- 
izations to engage -in activities which ihfluence legislation. But 
we present the data a6 ati indication bf the bases for prime sponsor 
decisiorfs to associate with these organizations. 

, Most p^rime ^sponsors feel they > 
benefit from oi^anization lobbying 

* Of the prime sponsors who .said they received services or bene- 
fits from the three public interest organizations, 34 percent said 
they received the benefit of lobbyilig^actiYities from USCM, 52 per-* 
cent said they received it fran NACo, and 55 ^percent said they re- 
ceived the lobbying benefit from NGA. Also, 50 per-rfeht, 67 ^percent, 
and 82 percent of the prime sponsors listed influencing legislation 
related to CETA as a service or benefit which they received from 
USCM, NACo', and NGA, respectively. Again, this is not to imply • 
that prime sponsors ^paxd CETA funds for lobbying or influencing 
legislation. 'It merely indicates prime sponsor perceptions' of 
services or benefits received. 
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